The discussion will proceed this way: A brief review of some of the countless variations on that basic storiological motif will be followed by similarly brief reflections on the imprudence either of simply accepting these (re)constructions as accurate recountings of the events as they happened" or of simply dismissing them as complete fantasy. The rest of the essay, which inventories in greater detail a whole succession of stories about the Mexicanization of the Maya, is dedicated to two related sets of concerns. First, the contexts of the creation of the story: If these two-Indian tales were not crafted solely (or even primarily) on the basis of avail- 
Confrontation
Into this rather easygoing [Yucatan Maya] milieu came the Toltecs, with such catalytic effect over Mesoamerica that stories concerning them were almost universally encountered by the Spanish five hundred years later. In Yucatan the Toltec conquest changed the Maya way of life considerably more than did the Spanish. [Morley 1956:79-80]3 The stunning ruins of Chichen Itza, which have never been out of the spotlight of Maya studies, have then provided the stimulus to an endless succession of stories. During the colonial era, Yucatan natives, Spanish conquistadors and priests, and a melange of international visitors, though wildly different in other respects, all seem to have taken for granted that crafting a coherent story of Chichen Itza, a narrative synthesis of some sort, was the most suitable way to come to terms with and help others come to terms with the strangeness of these wrecked old buildings.
With the emergence and development of a more professional field of Middle American archaeology in the early 20th century, and especially with the designation of Chichen Itza as the headquarters of the Carnegie Institution of Washington's massive Maya research initiative in 1924, the site's already high profile was enhanced (Jones 1995) . Ironically, however, despite constant pleas for hard evidence" and the avoidance of premature speculation that would separate them from their antiquarian predecessors (see Tozzer 1934) , the complaint that archaeologists of this era Uconsistently violated their own explicit epistemological and methodological principles, doing so without penalty because they were delivering culturally meaningful science to their colleagues and to the general public" (Murray 1993:105) is nowhere more applicable than in the case of the archaeologicalltourist site of Chichen Itza. In fact, with this generation's self-espoused goal of composing historical reconstructions" and re-creations of the aboriginal past," the collection of imaginative Chichen plots multiplied and thickened at a truly remarkable rate. Positivists tell stories too.
The overwhelming maority of the renditions constructed in this era play upon the notion that somehow, sometime, for some reason, native peoples from central Mexico moved into and took control of the Maya homeland of Yucatan that is, the notion of the Mexicanization of the Maya but there was never strong consensus on the particulars of the story. The means and motivations of the imagined Mexican intrusion into the Maya zone, for instance, have been ceaselessly debated.
Long-distance trade, religious proselytizing, and pilgrimage to the Sacred Cenote are all offered as possible Mexican motives, but far more versions present warfare and violent conquest as the principal mechanisms. 4 In that respect, a few older accounts identify the Mexican conquerors as Teotihuacanos and even Aztecs (e.g., Morley 1925; Willard 1926:217-218) . More versions, however, describe the intruders as Toltecs from Tula but then disagree as to the whether they were savvy colonizers (e.g., Charnay 1887), refugees on the lam (e.g., J. E. S. Thompson 1970) , or perhaps mercenaries invited to Yucatan to assist a less militarily adept Yucatan Maya faction in their bid to overthrow the Maya lords of Chichen Itza (e.g., Morley 1925 Morley , 1936 .
The direction, number, and timing of the migrations that supposedly led to the uncanny similarity between the architectures of north Chichen and Tula have also been constantly disputed. A significant (and growing) minority undermines the whole UMexican conquest" motif by describing some sort of areverse," eastto-west migration of Maya into central Mexico (e.g., Kubler 1961) ; but the overwhelming ma;1ority (at least until recently) have concurred with Alfred Tozzer that the movement was all in one direction, from west to east" (1957:148) . In the plainest versions, the westwardmoving invaders arrive directly from central Mexico in one huge wave (e.g., Brainerd 1954; Willard 1926) . Most versions, however, complicate the story by depicting several qualitatively different waves of Mexicanization (Tozzer 1957) or by holding that the UToltec immigrants were in the country for some time before they established themselves as a dominant group at Chichen Itza" (Proskouriakoff 1950:170) .
Furthermore and this will prove particularly instructive with respect to what is at stake in the infamous story of the Toltec Uconquest" of the Maya there is a broad spectrum of opinions concerning the viability and consequences of Maya-Mexican blending at Chichen Itza. Again, in the least elaborate versions, there is almost no cross-cultural mixing as the powerful Mexican expansionists simply steamroll and enslave their passive Maya victims (e.g., Willard 1926:47 ff.) . More complicated versions similarly reject the viability of any significant biethnic mixing by having the wholly incompatible Maya and Mexican factions alternate as the sovereigns of Chichen without ever developing anything like a joint rulership (e.g., Tozzer 1934 Tozzer , 1957 . Other authors, however, are much more enthusiastic (though still ambivalent) about the prospect of a genuine, perhaps even fortuitous, melding of contradistinct Maya and Mexican peoples. Some of these versions depict the virile Mexican invaders as the catalyst that inspires the lethargic Maya to realize their latent potential (e.g., Morley 1936) , while others rely more heavily on the notion of hybrid vigor" by attributing Chichen's political success and crassly spectacular architecture to an oddly compensatory synthesis of reckless Mexican strength and subtle Maya finesse, either of which was somewhat inadequate in itself (e.g., J. E. S. Thompson 1954 Thompson , 1970 .
In sum, the range of variations on the basic theme of the Mexican conquest of Chichen Itza is dizzying, and very often these stories seem to reveal much more about modern ambivalences toward transcultural interaction than about events in pre-Hispanic Yucatan. But one sustaining chord echoes through nearly every pre1980s version: namely, the fundamental difference between pre-Columbian Maya and Mexican peoples. In fact, the recurrent motif (or perhaps mythologem) that animates virtually all these (re)constructions is that the two principal protagonists were not only dissimilar but, in many important respects, complete opposites. For most of the 20th century, the prospect that the nonMaya" look of Chichen Itza could have resulted from a meeting between like-minded equals seems to have engendered almost no interest at all.
A Hypothesis: Tales of Two Indians
Archaeology is best understood as narrative, a particular and powerful form of origin myth that began in nineteenthcentury Euro-American societies to take on increasing importance as a vehicle of validation for social groups engaged (or enmeshed) in industrial growth, capital accumulation, and colonial expansion. [Hinsley 1989: 79-80] Even from these bland fragments it should be apparent that this body of stories about two contradistinct indigenous peoples meeting head-to-head at the Sacred Cenote is filled with fascinating images. These are wonderful and endlessly evocative stories to be sure. Moreover, that they were (and are) presented and perceived as (relatively) accurate rehearsals of what really happened" in pre-Columbian Yucatan intensifies immeasurably the urgency and appeal of these tales of the Mexicanization of the Maya. It was not without considerable resistance, then, that radical reassessments in several areas of Maya studies eventually were forced to recognize the once-inconceivable possibility that the ballyhooed Mexican conquest of the Maya never happened! The convergence of archaeological, epigraphic, art historical, and ethnohistorical researches that worked to undermine the familiar old script is not easily summarized (see Jones 1995) . At this point, however, no (re)construction that depends upon the radical polarization of the gentle MayaX and the awar-obsessed Mexicans" is given much serious academic consideration (see Chase and Rice 1985; Sabloff and Andrews 1986) .
Instead of the Postclassic, bastard offspring of a coerced union of Mexican and Maya stocks, Chichen is now usually assessed as a genuinely indigenous Classic NIaya city (see, for example, , that is, a legitimate heir to the great Maya centers of the Peten re- Alternatively, however, a growing set of advocates for a more postprocessual approach (Hodder 1991) or critical archaeology (Leone et al. 1987 ) is less committed to replacing outmoded (re)constructions of Chichen with presumably more well-informed ones than with deconstructing or demystifying earlier interpretations uby showing them to be functions of political and economic considerations present not in the archaeological past, but current when the earlier interpretation itself was enunciated" (Leone and Kryder-Reid 1992:151-152) . [ Hanke 1974:9] As a veritable explosion of nuanced studies in the past two decades regarding matters of representation and the discovery" of the New World has well demonstrated, mixed European motives of exploitation, philanthropy, conversion, and subjugation issued almost immediately in a snarl of conflicting images of the In-dian (see Jones 1995) . The diaries of Columbus, the letters of Cortes, and the transcriptions of the infamous Valladolid debates of 1550, to cite only the most notorious of countless telling exemplars, are loaded with radically contradictory depictions and Uconstructions" of indigenous Americans some effusive in their flattery, others vitriolic, nearly all condescending. Yet if this well-stocked axTay of condemnatory and laudatory stereotypes did prove (for better or worse) an invaluable resource in legitimating colonialist activities and helping Europeans to recover their imperiled sense of order and authority in the face of a bthreatening Other" (Greenblatt 1980) , those ambivalent images of the Indian were of almost no use in sorting out in any reliable fashion the immense diversity of specific indigenous peoples and cultures, say, the empirical differences between lowland Maya and highland Mexicans.
Nonetheless, if early efforts at (re)constructing the historical relations between the peninsula and the altiplano were halting and undisciplined, and empirical accuracy was hardly their sole priority, a number of palpable topographic and cultural realities do seem to have contributed significantly to the colonial-era (mis)perception that the indigenous peoples of Yucatan were considerably gentler and more sublime than those of central Mexico. Geographically speaking, for instance, Yucatan's much poorer agricultural resources and almost complete dearth of mineral wealth seem to have fostered the idealization of the ancient Maya as (unlike their supposedly avaricious Mexican counterparts) nonmaterialistic, nonentrepreneurial, cerebral, and otherworldly. Demographically, again in contrast to urbanized central Mexico, the highly dispersed settlements of colonial-era Yucatan almost none exceeding 4,000 inhabitants may have flamed the stereotypes of the Maya as gentle rural folk (in contrast to the citified highlanders), as apolitical (in contrast to the totalitarian and imperialist Mexicans), and as supposedly indifferent and inexperienced in the machinations of hegemonic authority, hierarchy, and forcible control (all spheres in which the imperial Toltecs and Aztecs had presumably excelled). And with respect to matters of literacy and abstract thinking, as early as the 16th century, Father Alonso Ponce, for instance, was praising the glyphic system of the Maya (in contrast to highland Upicture-writing") as Uthe only graphic system on the continent ... which merits the name of writingX (Brinton 1882:62 n.2) , an assessment that Brinton would echo three centuries later when he commended the Maya as indigenous America's only Unaturally literary people" (1882:62-63) .
Even more influential in early efforts at (re)constructing the pre-Hispanic character and connections of the highland and lowland Indians than any of these factors, however, were the ample (and intertextual) ethnohtstorzc tradttzons regarding Mexican, speciElcally Toltec, migrations into Yucatan. In this regard, no stories are nearly so important as the mythicohistoric Aztec traditions of Quetzalcoatl, the mighty feathered-serpent priest-king of the Toltecs who, upon his exile from the magnificent city of Tollan, disappeared into the east" with a contingent of his faithful followers, where, according to at least some versions, he established a new Toltec capital (Carrasco 1982) . All colonial historians from Fray Bernardino Sahagun forward were familiar with these famous Aztec tales, and for most of them, including the Yucatan-based Bishop Landa, the Quetzalcoatl exile story provided the key to the historical relatedness of the two halves of Middle America (Bernal 1980:32-33, 57-58) . In short, though there were always dissenting voices who favored Maya primacy or independence, the prevailing view in this era, based overwhelmingly on Aztec documentary sources, held that the pre-Columbian interregional interaction had been essentially one way, from west to east: that is, the Mexicanization (or UToltecization") of the Maya zone.
When then, in the 19th century, the really concerted effort to understand the specific site of Chichen Itza finally began, even before one monument had been measured or photographed, the antiquarian explorers were well equipped not only with the generic stereotypes of naked and noble savages but also with the more particularistic motifs of exiled feathered-serpent kings, Toltec conquerors, and Maya victims. The puzzle pieces were groomed for assembly, the actors primed for casting. Somewhat surprisingly, however, though all of the important explorers of Chichen Itza in this era were apprised of these abiding traditions of two types of Indians (Chase 1986:124) . Optimism about retrieving any reliable historical information from these cryptic treatises has, however, fluctuated widely (compare, for instance, Tozzer 1917 and Edmonson 1982 .
Although an English translation of a section of the Brunhouse 1971 and Black 1990) . Chichen Itza subscribed to a noisy and garish religion, which was principally a ritualistic tool of the state (1925:81-82 (1957) remains the basic descriptive text on the archaeological and ethnohistoric data pertaining to this great pre-Columbian city. [Lincoln 1986:143] Although Alfred Tozzer did acknowledge the Carnegie Institution's most carefully correlated investigations along many lines" (1934:4) , he nonetheless had deep reservations about both Morley's extravagant appraisal of the Maya and especially his exciting accounts of Chichen Itza's past (Coe 1990:253) . It is ironic then, given Tozzer's disdain for speculation and his emphatic pleas for the rigorous documentation that would finally secure Maya studies' place on a solidly scientific foundationt (1934) , that he delivers an incredibly intricate Toltec-Maya," a term he coined (Spinden 1957 Tozzer's ingenuity and rigorous attention to detail, along with his singular impact on subsequent imaginings of Chichen Itza, are impressive, to be sure; but his venturesome solution to the aToltec-Maya problem" is riddled with idiosyncrasies that were never widely accepted either in public or academic circles (Lincoln 1986:144, 152 Tozzer (1957:l, 36) and Roys (1962:25-86) each, in somewhat different ways, argued for the first option:
that is, the Itza were a relatively small contingent of Mayanized Mexican scavengers who arrived in the city a few years after it had been 'destroyed'" (Tozzer 1957 :1), a kind of asterisk to the great two-culture confrontation at Chichen Itza. The intimation in these versions is that significant ethnic mixing between Maya and Mexican peoples happened only at the very tail end of the saga of pre-Columbian Mesoamerica and, notably, even then without any particularly fortuitous consequences.
Alternatively, Eric Thompson (1954 Thompson ( , 1970 In the earlier synthesis, Thompson (1954:11S139) describes a kind of one-two punch with two successive (1987:427 ; also see Coggins 1989) . In her bold hypothesis, the two groups shared a mutual foreboding at the shocking realization that their respective calendars, the 52-year Mexican cycle and the 400-year cycle of the Maya, were about to close out major blocks of time simultaneously in 830 C.E. (Coggins , 1989 
Contexts of Creation and Reception: Colonialist Polarity
The history of archaeology emerges as metanarrative. It is the story of storytellers, seen in a variety of time, place, method, motive, and both institutional and personal power. [Hinsley 1989:80] The metanarrative this article aims to tell contends that the realities of the Toltec conquest of the Maya, intriguing as they are, can no longer be accepted as preHispanic historical realities. Their empirical unlikelihood notwithstanding, the conventional two-Indian tales of Chichen Itza remain very much alive, although as a critical reception history of these stories would remind us (Iser 1974) , that continuing appeal has been lack of facility in practical matters during all eras, probably worked even more strongly agatest the Maya aspirations for self-determination by creating at least the psychological conditions for future domination and exploitation" (Hinsley 1989:82) . Severing contemporary Yucatecans' ties both with the rest of Mexico and with their own spectacular cultural heritage served to underwrite, and even seemingly necessitate, a kind of paternalistic proprietorship of Maya archaeological sites and objects (Hinsley 1989:82-83) . And more disturbingly still, isolating and romanticizing the Maya, albeit indirectly, worked to legitimate the foreign management of
Yucatan's commercial interests and control of products that were of strategic importance to the United States (see Sullivan 1989:131-137 Greenblatt (1980:7-9) terms the Western Uself-refashioning" in relation to a and by contrast, is usually depicted as a gross aberration, a warning of how not to live that unlamentably selfdestructs even before it can be displaced by the superior civilization of the Spaniards.
Flexibility, Endurance, and Appeal:
Multivalent Polarity
The fact that completely different readers can be differently affected by the reality" of a particular text is ample evidence of the degree to which literaty texts transfonn reading into a creative process that is far above mere perception of what is written. [Iser 1974:279] The conventional stories of Chichen have, then, proven quite useful in rationalizing the excesses of Thompson's intimations of Maya socialism and popular peasant revolts (1954, 1970) , the fabled Maya-Mexican confrontation could serve as a forum for discussing the relative merits of different governmental arrangements in terms of dichotomies such as socialist/totalitarian, democratic/dictatorial, and egalitarian/hierarchical.
And when Thompson (1954) 
